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Abstract 
To what extent do Romanian schools train students’ autonomy? This is the question that this paper seeks a possible answer by 
investigating students and teachers’ opinions. Learner autonomy is a controversial topic in our school space. Autonomy turns out 
to be a vague area, uncertain, even dangerous. In other words, the role of this institution is to train robots in some individuals, 
"programmed" to perform and not to develop themselves. At the other extreme is the opinion that the school provides students 
with too much autonomy, and this can only be harmful because they do not recognize any authority. As regard to students, many 
of them have proved that they even do not know the meaning of the concept of "autonomy". What is the role of the teacher in the 
development of students’ autonomy? Here is another question that has been the focus of attention. To what extent teachers are 
aware of this role and to what extent students are working to build autonomy? We used a questionnaire method. Two 
questionnaires were applied, one for the students and one for the teachers involved in this research. The questionnaire for 
students discriminates between two dimensions: the autonomous student and the obedient student. The questionnaire for teachers 
discriminates between three dimensions: the teacher-oppressor, the teacher-nanny and the teacher-partner. We analyze 
statistically the results obtained. 
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1. The teacher’s role 
Studies show that the teaching profession is not among the most wanted, but not among the most avoided, either. 
Although the teaching profession does not give to his/her holder power, influence, or special income, it is, however, 
chosen for the prestige and the satisfaction that it brings. A feature of this profession, which has turned into a 
stereotype, is the presence of a large number of women or, in other words, it is a job better suited for women than 
for men. The reasons for this reality could be related to low wages, reduced influence and fewer opportunities for 
advancement that make it unattractive to men. 
The teacher does not transmit only cognitive knowledge. The role of the teacher educator is to awaken virtues, to 
form characters. To educate is to develop the students’ understanding, but also help them understand what is 
expected of them (Neculau, 1983, p. 204), to develop self-awareness and self-esteem. The teacher as educator is 
more than a state officer.  
According to a study published by Antonesei (2000), the four most important qualities of a teacher in the view of 
students-prospective teachers are: empathy, communicative competence, pedagogical tact. Intelligence lies only in 
the fifth place (Antonesei, 2000, p. 107). Students- prospective teachers therefore consider that general human 
qualities are more relevant than proper knowledge - the teacher's emotional intelligence rather than professional 
competence or managerial qualities is more important for the teaching profession. The hypothesis that arises from 
here is that the students from the sample under discussion mentioned those qualities that haven`t been seen in their 
former teachers, which was later confirmed. The results of this research should be a warning for those who want to 
devote themselves to the teaching profession. Is the position of the educator teacher undergoing a decline? 
 The coordinators of International Encyclopedia of Education (Husen & Postlethwaite, 1995) described three 
major meanings of the term "teacher's role": 
1. The teacher’s role as behavior. Studying the literature published between 1980 and 1990, the authors found 
that in some works the "teacher's role" means the typical behaviors of a teacher. Most of these behaviors can be seen 
in school during the working day. When they are not in the classroom with the students, the teachers are in offices, 
in laboratories or in the hallway, they correct papers, they plan future lessons or perform other tasks for the school 
benefit. This does not mean that all teachers behave exactly in the same way, but every professional doing this job is 
more likely to do these actions and not others. 
To identify the dominant teacher’s role is a difficult enterprise. Sometimes the difficulties are related to the 
context, for example one can study the role of the teacher in class, in school or in another context where social 
position of teacher is recognized and relevant. Sometimes the difficulties are of a functional nature, for example, the 
teacher conveys information to students, is a counselor, evaluates the results etc.; each task requires different 
activities and it may happen that teacher to fail in all. 
According to the authors, to depict teachers’ behaviors the best strategy is observation. Observations can be 
collected from students or from others that influence, or are influenced by the teacher’s role. 
2. The role of the social position. The social position of a person refers to certain characteristics recognized and 
labeled by society. Persons in charge of training the students are usually called "teachers", "trainers", "masters", etc. 
The authors who studied the teaching profession from the perspective of the teacher’s social position have focused 
especially on secondary education and less on higher education. 
Related to social position is the teacher’s status. The literature mentions three descriptors for the status of a 
person: prestige, wealth and authority. The few studies that have focused the prestige of the teaching profession 
mention it among the favorite places of the middle class. However, on the one hand the work of the teacher is seen 
as having an aura of "special mission", on the other hand the teachers have lost their autonomy in managing the 
learning process, they become increasingly more school officials.  
3. Finally, a third group of authors cited in the International Encyclopedia of Education, use the term "teacher's 
role" to refer to expectations that the teacher has to face and come from parents, students, managers, politicians, 
members of society and the teacher him/herself. These expectations have been discussed extensively in the  
Romanian context by Paun (1999). 
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2. Method 
The research presented in this paper aimed at identifying the degree of autonomy and obedience of adolescent 
students at the high school level. At the same time it was intended to establish to what extent teachers who obtain 
high scores on the teacher-partner dimension contributes to building and fostering student autonomy. The research 
also aims to find the perceptions of students and teachers on student’s autonomy. 
We started from the premise that the need for autonomy is acknowledged and increases during adolescence, 
consequently our research was devoted to teachers and students at this level of education. In addition, the study 
focuses on adolescence for two reasons: 
1. In adolescence the need for autonomy is manifested most strongly and the degree of autonomy children possess at 
this age can be determined. 
2. In the Romanian educational context, the educational ideal stipulated in the Education Low seems to be more an 
intangible desiderate than a landmark or a reason to issue value judgments (Cucoú, 1999). The development of an 
autonomous person is just an illusion or the Romanian school could contribute to it? 
The research aimed to identify types of students’ behaviors, from the obedient student to the autonomous student. 
The degree of autonomy of students depends largely on the teacher: teacher-oppressor, teacher-nanny or teacher-
partner.
An autonomous student is a student who is not afraid to express his/her point of view, who argues logically and 
consistently, engages with passion in new situations arising in school, have initiative, have confidence in his/her 
own abilities and takes responsibility for his/her actions. He/she is not influenced by the value judgments of others, 
nor denies the rules governing the order in school and in class. 
In contrast, a passive student obeys submitted orders and regulations, he/she is accustomed to routine and he/she 
does not engage in new situations in school. Such students do not trust themselves, they put own capabilities under 
permanent doubts, and their judgments are easily influenced by others. 
The teacher-oppressor issues the rules and moral principles which students have to obey, and make judgments 
that cannot be contradicted. The relationship teacher - student is of the type the dominant – dominated, leading to 
dependence of the latter to the former, and making the student unable to adapt to new situations. 
The teacher-nanny tends to excessively protect students. He/she is very much interested and involved in the 
students’ problems (of any kind). In general, such teacher behaves in a paternalistic way, and leaves students little 
autonomy. 
The teacher-partner is the one who observes, listens, analyzes, inform whenever a problem emerges in the 
teaching and learning process. Such teacher takes acknowledged decisions in solving situations that appear in class 
and makes students confident in their own potentials. Students are attracted to him/her, discuss confidently a variety 
of topics/ problems, and learn to apply creatively their knowledge in new contexts. 
These concepts are the dependent variables of this research. 
We used a questionnaire method. Two questionnaires were applied, one for the students and one for the teachers 
involved in this research, both adapted from  Zamfir &  Bancila (1999). 
The questionnaire for students discriminates between two dimensions: the autonomous student and the obedient 
student. Each category corresponds to 10 items (20 items in total). The intensity of each item is rated on a scale of 
four steps. 
The questionnaire for teachers discriminates between the three dimensions: teacher-oppressor, teacher-nanny and 
teacher-partner. Each dimension corresponds to 7 items each (a total of 21 items). Also, the intensity of each item is 
assessed on a scale of 1-4. 
3. Results 
The frequency table and graph show that the average students’ response to the items concerning the autonomous 
dimension is 26.8, with a standard deviation of 3.39.  
Normal curve shows that most responses are distributed around the average, which means that there are roughly 
equal numbers of students with a low degree of autonomy and students with a very high degree of autonomy. 
Considering that the minimum score possible to get on this dimension is 10 and the maximum score possible to get 
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is 40, and the minimum score obtained by the students’ sample was 18 and the maximum, 36, with an average of 
26.8, we can say that students have a high degree of autonomy. 
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Fig.1. The results concerning the student’ autonomy 
The table and chart frequencies concerning passive students show that average score is 25.4, with a standard 
deviation of 3.44. Normal curve shows that most responses are distributed around the average, which means that 
there are roughly equal numbers of students with a low degree of obedience and students with a very high degree of 
obedience. Since the minimum score possible to get on this dimension is 10 and the maximum score possible to get 
is 40, and the minimum score obtained by the students’ sample was 15 and the maximum, 35, with an average of 
25.4, we conclude that the degree of obedience of the students of our sample is lower than the degree of autonomy.
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Fig.2. The results concerning the student’ obedience 
The results completed by the teachers 
The table and graph show that the mean scores on frequencies for the teacher-oppressor is 21.4, with a standard 
deviation of 1.85. We can see that in the normal curve the highest values are in the right part, which means that most 
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teachers get scores above average on this dimension. Moreover, since the minimum score that can be obtained on 
this dimension is 7 and the maximum possible score is 28, and for our sample the minimum obtained score is 17 and 
the maximum 25, we can say that most teachers got high scores on the teacher-oppressor dimension. 
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                                                                                Fig 3. The results concerning the teacher-oppressor model 
The analysis of the chart and the table of frequencies on this dimension shows an average score of 24.6, with a 
standard deviation of 2.09. Most scores are distributed around the average, but right mean scores are higher than 
those on the left and on the right part are more subjects than on the left. This means that more teachers than average 
score in the dimension teacher-nanny. Since the minimum score that could be obtained on this dimension is 7 and 
score 28, and the minimum score obtained is 19 and the maximum 28, that most teachers get high scores on the 
nanny. 
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                                                                               Fig.4. The results concerning the nanny-teacher model 
The table and chart frequencies related to the teacher-partner show the average of 24 and the standard deviation 
2.01. The normal curve indicates that most scores are on the left, but is within the range that takes into account the 
standard deviation means that most average scores on this dimension. However, given that the minimum score that 
could be obtained on this dimension is 7 and the maximum score is 28, and the minimum obtained score is 20 and 
the maximum obtained score is 28, we conclude that teachers have obtained the highest scores on the partner 
dimension. 
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Fig.5. The results concerning the partner-teacher model 
Further research will be focused on studying the relationships between the autonomous student and the teacher-
partner type of tear more deeply, as they have been shown to be most frequent in our study. 
We started from the premise that there are no significant differences in the degree of autonomy between girls and 
boys. We tested this hypothesis using t-test for independent samples. The results, after applying this test were: 26.20 
for boys and 27.28 for girls. The difference between the means is therefore negative. Levene test has the value F = 
0.24,  p  =  0.62,  which  means  that  the  variances  of  the  two  samples  are  not  equal,  and  if  we  admit  that  there  is  a  
difference in the degree of autonomy between girls and boys in 62 would be a mistake, 2% of the cases. The value 
of t is t (160) = - 2.02, p = 0.04, which means that, implying that there are differences between girls and boys in the 
degree of autonomy we deceive only 4% of cases. So there are differences between the degree of autonomy of girls 
and boys, in that girls are more autonomous than boys. 
For teachers, a first assumption from which we started was that teacher-partners stimulate students' autonomy, 
regardless of the subject they teach. The results of the t test for independent samples are: 
Analyzing the data is observed that the average responses to teachers of realistic objects is 24.25, and the average 
responses to teachers of humanities objects is 24.05. It follows that the difference between the two areas is positive. 
Levene test has the value F = 0.07, p = 0.73, which means admitting that there is a difference between the categories 
of teachers - we deceive partners in 73% of cases, so the two population variances are equal. The value of t and 
significance are: t (41) = 0.31, p = 0.75. The value of t is insignificant, therefore between teacher-partners who teach 
realistic subjects or humanities there is no significant difference in terms of stimulating students' autonomy. 
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